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REMARKS 

This application has been carefully reviewed in light of the Office Action dated 
June 13, 2008. Claims 1-18 remain in this application. Claims 1, 8, and 12 are the 
independent Claims. Claims 1-18 have been amended. It is believed that no new 
matter is involved in the amendments or arguments presented herein. 

Reconsideration and entrance of the amendment in the application are 
respectfully requested. 

Non-Art Based Rejections 

Claims 1-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, for being indefinite. In 
response, Applicant has amended the claims to address the issues raised in the Action 
and believes the claims as amended comport to all requirements of § 1 12. 

In particular, FIGS. 1 and 2 illustrate some of the features of independent Claim 
1. FIG. 2 illustrates the flow chart of a project assessment system including a step of 
computation of forecast parameter a03 (the computing process of Claim 1) and a step 
of project assessment a04 (the assessing process of Claim 1). FIG. 1 illustrates an 
embodiment of Claim 1 having process planning information stored in the process 
planning data base 1 (see example in FIG. 3), up-to-date actual progress information 
stored in actual progress information data base 2 (see example in FIG. 4), and forecast 
model information stored in forecast model data base 3 (see example in FIG. 5). The 
forecast estimation computation device 4 performs the computing function of Claim 1 , 
and the project assessment device 5 performs the assessing function. 

FIG. 8 illustrates a flowchart of an embedment of the forecast estimation 
computation device 4 including the step for computation of estimation parameters of the 
selected process 414, corresponding to the computing function of Claim 1. FIG. 9 
illustrates a flow chart of the step for computation of estimation parameters of the 
selected process 414. 
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FIG. 21 illustrates a flowchart of an embedment of the assessing function in 
Claim 1, including a step to evaluate whether each evaluation value is larger than the 
predetermined reference 502 and a step to evaluate whether mutual-correlation is larger 
than the reference 503. 

Since the claims are believe to satisfy the requirements of § 112, reconsideration 
and allowance of those claims are respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the application is in 
condition for allowance. Reexamination and reconsideration of the application, as 
amended, are requested. 

If for any reason the Examiner finds the application other than in condition for 
allowance, the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned attorney at the Los 
Angeles, California telephone number (310) 785-4721 to discuss the steps necessary 
for placing the application in condition for allowance. 

If there are any fees due in connection with the filing of this response, please 
charge the fees to our Deposit Account No. 50-1314. 

Respectfully submitted, 
HOGAN & HARTSON L.L.P. 



Date: September 15, 2008 




Dariush G. Adii 
Registration No. 51,386 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 

1999 Avenue of the Stars 
Suite 1400 

Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Phone: (310) 785-4600 
Fax: (310) 785-4601 
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